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Reply to Office action of May 13, 2005 

REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

This amendment is being submitted in response to the Office Action mailed May 13, 

2005. 

Claims 1-6 and 9-13 remain in this application. Claim 9 is currently amended to 
incorporate the Examiner's suggestions and comments. Claims 10-13 were added by the 
Applicants in the previous response and are now, therefore, previously presented. Claims 1-6 are 
currently amended to address the Examiner's comments at the top of page 3 of the Office Action. 
Claims 7-8 are canceled as noted in the Office Action. 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 1-6 and 9-13 under 35 USC 112, 
second paragraph, for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which the Applicants regard as the invention. In particular, independent claims 1 and 9 recited 
the limitation "said quantizer step" but lacked sufficient antecedent basis for this limitation. 

Claim 9 is currently amended to incorporate the Examiner's interpretation and 
suggestions, thereby providing sufficient antecedent basis. Claims 10-13 depend from claim 9, 
and, therefore, such claims now provide the requisite antecedent basis. 

In response to the Examiner's Double Patenting comments regarding claims, claims 1-6 
are currently amended to be different from claims 9-13 to avoid a statutory type (35 USC 101) 
double patenting rejection. The nature of the amendments to claims 1-6 will be discussed further 
below. 

Regarding Allowable Subject Matter noted in the Office Action, claim 4 stands objected 
to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim but would be allowable if rewritten in 
independent for including all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 
Also in the Office Action, claim 9 stands rejected but would be allowable if rewritten to 
overcome the rejection under 35 USC 1 12, second paragraph. 
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However, in view of the Examiner's Double Patenting comments, the Applicants 
respectfully submit that claim 4 is currently amended to comprise different limitations than claim 
9 and that claim 9 is currently amended to overcome the rejection under 35 USC 112, second 
paragraph. 

The Applicants respectfully submit that currently amended claim 9 is now in a condition 
for allowance and that claims 10-13 which depend from claim 9 are, therefore, also in a 
condition for allowance. 

Turning now to the claim rejections in the Office Action, claims 1-6 are currently 
amended to address the Examiner's comments at the top of page 3 of the Office Action and to 
differentiate these claims from claims 9-13 to avoid a statutory type (35 USC 101) double 
patenting rejection. 

In particular, claim 1 stands rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Arean et al. (US 6,253,185), in view of Fukuda et al. (US 6,532,262). 

Arean discloses multiple description transform coding of audio for encoding n 
components of an audio signal for transmission over m channels of a communication medium 
(abstract). The techniques disclosed are generally directed to transmission over channels subject 
to failure or packet loss such as the Internet, wireless networks, and broadband ATM networks 
(col. 2, line 64 to col. 3. line 3). However, Arean is not directed to image compression, and, as 
the Examiner noted in the Office Action, Arean does not disclose several of the limitations in 
claim 1 . 

For example, Arean does not disclose methods for improving perceived image quality 
involving increasing the lossiness of compression at higher frequencies relative to the lossiness 
at lower frequencies by varying the range of transform coefficients as a function of the distortion 
of the image data comprising the step of increasing the range included in a quantization step 
comprising higher frequency transform coefficients relative to a range included in a second 
quantization step comprising lower frequency transform coefficients as claimed in claim 1. 
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Moreover, there is no motivation in Arean for considering such an approach because Arean is not 
directed to problems involving image compression. 

Fukuda discloses a coder to reproduce a signal at a low coding rate when the signal 
continuously supplied to the coder should be coded in real time (abstract). The method disclosed 
includes the steps of detecting a scene change in a video, determining a quantization parameter 
adaptively to a scene newly appearing after the scenes have been changed or determining a 
quantization parameter to stabilize a coding rate when there are no scene changes, and 
performing the quantization processing using the quantization parameter determined (col. 3, lines 
21-31). Fukuda discloses decreasing a quantization parameter when a distortion sensitivity is 
large or increasing the quantization parameter when the distortion sensitivity is small (col. 20, 
lines 35-42). 

However, Fukuda does not suggest, disclose, or teach methods for improving perceived 
image quality involving increasing the lossiness of compression at higher frequencies relative to 
the lossiness at lower frequencies by varying the range of transform coefficients as a function of 
the distortion of the image data comprising the step of increasing the range included in a 
quantization step comprising higher frequency transform coefficients relative to a range included 
in a second quantization step comprising lower frequency transform coefficients as claimed in 
claim 1. Such a step (as claimed in claim 1) is counter intuitive and is not suggested in any of 
the prior art references cited. 

That is, Fukuda does not cure the deficiencies of Arean. Therefore, for at least the 
reasons above, claim 1 patentably distinguishes over Arean in view of Fukuda. 

By virtue of their dependency on claim 1, claims 2-6 patentably distinguish over the cited 
art for at least the same reasons. 

Claims 2-3 and 5-6 stand rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over Arean 
and Fukuda as applied to claim 1, further in view of Tokunaga et al. (JP 01-129589, with English 
abstract). As applied to claim 2, the Examiner indicates that Tokunaga teaches setting a 
quantization step smaller for low-frequency components than for high-frequency components. 
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However, Tokunaga does not suggest, disclose, or teach increasing the range included in a first 
quantization step comprising higher frequency transform coefficients relative to a range included 
in a second quantization step comprising lower frequency transform coefficients as the distortion 
of the image increases, as claimed in claim 2. 

Tokunaga does not cure the deficiencies of Arean in view of Fukada for at least the 
reason that Tokunaga does not suggest, disclose, or teach methods for improving perceived 
image quality involving increasing the lossiness of compression at higher frequencies relative to 
the lossiness at lower frequencies by varying the range of transform coefficients as a function of 
the distortion of the image data comprising the step of increasing the range included in a 
quantization step comprising higher frequency transform coefficients relative to a range included 
in a second quantization step comprising lower frequency transform coefficients as claimed in 
claim 1. 

Therefore, for at least the reasons above, claim 1 patentably distinguishes over Arean in 
view of Fukuda and further in view of Takunaga. 

By virtue of their dependency on claim 1, claims 2-6 patentably distinguish over the cited 
art for at least the same reasons. 

The Applicants respectfully submit that claims 1-6 and 9-13 are now in a condition for 
allowance. If for any reason the Examiner feels that direct communication with the Applicants 
would expedite a notice of allowance, the Examiner is invited to call the Applicants' attorney at 
the number undersigned. 




J. Douglas Wells 
Reg. No. 50,477 
Tel No.: (503)227-5631 
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CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 



I hereby certify that this correspondence is being deposited with the United States Postal 
Service as first class mail in an envelope addressed to: Mail Stop Amendment, Commissioner 
for Patents, P.O. Box 1450, Alexandria, VA 223-3-1-5 



Dated: October 13, 2005 




J. Douglas Wells, Reg. No. 50,477 



Page 10 

Q:\ClierUs\Sharp Laboratories of America, Inc. 7146\0I72 Visual Frcq Wcighliiig\Resp to OA did 5-13-05 drall.doc 



